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Perhaps there is more preaching being done to day than 
ever in the world's history. It is, therefore, a good tim e to 
consider, in the light of th e New Testament, the kin ::1 of pr each~ 
ing being done. Preachin g is profitable only when the ri ght 
things are preached. Preachers should know the Lord; th ey 
should understand the fundamental principles of Chri stianity. 
To be able to quote scripture, and to pr each beauti fu l sermons 
are not enough. Nor is it enough to be able to name the condi-
tions of salvation . A corre ct understanding of Chri st as SavioUl' 
is essential to a correct knowledge of the condition s of salva-
tion. The conditions do relate directly to Chri st crucifi ed, and 
preaching should show this rel at ion. 
The author has been moved by a definite sense of duty and 
gratitude to write this tract. To be silent when something 
needs badly to be said would be wrong. A good many years ago 
he discovered that he was not really preaching Christ. He was 
preaching only the conditions of salvation, just as though the 
great object of the Lord's visit to this earth was to set forth 
certain acts as conditions of justification. He was overlooking 
the importance of the cross upon which he bore our sins. He 
was not recognizing Jesus as our High Priest who offered him-
self for the sins of the wor!d. He considered the cross as a 
means to an end, the end being the endowment of Christ cruci-
fied with the authority to originate a "plan of salvation ." He 
was giving the "plan" the emphasis that belongs to Christ him-
self. It dawned upon him that Jesus did not come to inaugurate 
another legal system conditioning salvation upon human 
achievement or human righteou sness, but to give his life a 
ransom for sinners. The conditions were no longer r egarded as 
a "plan" to which Christ directed us, but as a proper r esponse 
to Christ as sinoffering. He saw that we do not go through 
Christ to the conditions, but through the conditions to Christ. 
So without first preaching Christ as God's Son and our sinbear-
er he saw that the conditions were meaningless. The conditions 
of salvation are not merely responses to a king possessing "all 
authority," but responses to Christ as a sinofferin g. They 
signify reliance upon Christ as a propitiation for our sins. 
Hence unless and until Christ as a sinoffering is pr eached it is 
impossible properly to respond to him. Merely to obey him out-
wardly is not enough. The obedience r equired in order to 
salvation must relate directl y to him as a sino:=for' ng and 
express trust in him for salvation. 
Let it be understood that this is not a dif,cussion of the 
conditions of s~lvation except as they r elat e to Christ cru cifi ed. 
The author recognizes the absolute necessity of the conditions 
of Salvation. When he magnifies Christ as Saviour, he logicall y 
emphasizes also the conditions of justification. But what of th e 
matter of magnifying the conditions apart from Christ cruci-
fied? It is time that we become concerned about a lack of 
emphasis on Christ as man's sinoffering. Apart from Christ 
crucified any so-called condition is meaningless. 
Whether the author will be praised or blamed is not im-
portant. He wants to be right regardless of the cost. If he can 
help others to see in the personal Christ God's "plan" of saving 
sinners, and cause them to preach him as the consideration of 
all the conditions of salvation, he will be duly compensated for 
any cost. For the sake of clarity and emphasis the author has 
purposely resorted to repetition of certain fundamental truths. 
The "Plan" 
Many persons think that Jesus came into the world to 
give a "plan of salvation." By "plan of salvation" thes e persons 
do not refer to the sacrifice of Christ on the cross, but to the 
conditions of salvation. By his death Jesus was qualified to 
give the "plan," or "to name the conditions." The advocates of 
the "plan" theory affirm that God could have chosen a differ-
ent sacr ifice for sins; or having elected to give his Son, he 
could have selected other conditions. For reasons unknown, we 
are told, God has required of sinners that they believe in Christ 
as God's son, repent of their sins, confess their faith in Christ, 
and be baptized. 
Preaching The "Plan" 
The preaching of those who hold the "plan" theory natur-
ally consists of setting forth the "plan"-faith, repentance, 
confe ss ion and baptism. Usually the cross receives little or no 
emphasis. After all, the cross is considered but a means to an 
end, the end being the giving of a "plan"! Times almost with-
out number I have heard sermons on the conditions of salvation 
without a single reference to the cross. I have heard preaching 
in meetings that lasted for three weeks in which the cross of 
Christ received only a passing reference. At no time did the 
preacher make the cross his theme and teach sinners what 
Jesus did on their behalf. But in every sermon a "plan" was 
preached and sinners urged to do their "duty ." The "plan" was 
considered the gospel unto salvation. 
"A More Excellent Way" 
Ther e is another type of preaching based upon a different 
conception of the work of Christ for sinners. Instead of a 
"plan" Christ is preached. Jesus is set forth as the Son of God 
who became man's Saviour, not because he was given authority 
to name certain acts as conditions of salvation, but because he 
"bore our sins in his body on the tree." This type of preaching, 
therefore, puts the emphasis upon the redemptive power of the 
blood of Jesus. A rea l Saviour is one who furnishes the cause of 
man's sa lvation, not merely one who determines, by virtue of 
his authority, the conditions of sa lvation. The Messiah is not 
only a teacher and king, but he is preeminently the sinoffering. 
And it is his death on behalf of sinners that makes him the 
Saviour. The law of Moses placed man und er the obligation of 
per fect obedience. Hence by the law none is justified. But 
Chri st brought, not another code, but his "precious blood." And 
by it sinners are redeemed . Our iniquities were laid upon him, 
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and "with his stripes we ar e healed." Nothing like this ever 
ha ppen ed befor e, nor will it ever hap pen again. Sin left man 
cond emned. Chri st bore hi s sins an d off em him mercy. Salva-
tion fr om sin is the dir ect r 2su lt of what Chr ist did on the 
cross for sinners. He did not die in order to do som ething else 
that would make him the Saviour. The Father proposed to 
r edeem the world by means of the death of his Son, and the 
Son willin gly laid down his life for us. Both the Father and the 
Son, therefore, regard the death of the Son as the ground of 
sal vation. Christ crucified for sinne rs is the divine "plan" of 
salvation. Sinners must look to Christ to save them, not to 
their own human achiev ement. 
The conditions, therefore, must be r elated to Christ as 
sinoffering. The response of the sinn er to Christ is not mer ely 
th e response to one in authority, but to one who died in his 
st ead. His authority (Matt.28 :18) is not merely the right to 
command, but power to save th rough his own blood . The 
conditions of salvation are set forth, therefore, not as a "plan" 
or "schem e" originated by one in authority, but as means of 
appropriating him as Savior . The sinner does not go through 
Christ to the condition of salvation, but he goes through the 
conditions to Christ as sinoffering. J esus invited sinners to 
himself. He did not direct them to a "plan." "He that hath the 
Son hath life." He is the source of life , the Son of God, cruci-
fied for our sins. This is considered the ver y ess ence of the 
gospel , the good news of salvation. "Christ J esus and him 
crucified" is th e gosp el that is to be preached to all the world. 
Th e cond itions of salvation are means of accepting his work on 
our behalf. 
Discus~ion 
That two distinct types of preaching exist cannot have 
escaped the attention of the discerning hear er. For the follow-
ing reasons I object to the "plan" idea: 
1. It is unknown to the New Testament. Of course , the ex-
pr ession "plan of salvation" is not found in the Bible. This 
should be interesting to those who propose to call Bible things 
by Bible nam es. Certainly God has a plan or method of saving 
sinners, but his plan is Christ crucified. But that Christ came 
to give the world a plan of salvation as the result of the 
authority given him because of his death on the cross is wholl y 
unknown to the New Test~ment. Because the conditions are 
always the same, some teachers suppose that they constitute 
a "plan." Eating is always essential to physical life, but who 
would think of denominating the mechanical acts of chewing 
and swallowing a "plan of life"? No inspired man ever pr eached 
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a "plan." Every one preached Christ crucified. 
2. The "plan" theory regards any method of salvation as 
arbitrary with God. Th e writer has argued against this point 
many times. One speaker said: "Go d could have saved the 
world through Moses had he seen fit." Others hav e confid ently 
affirmed that God was not bound to save the world by the 
"present plan." I know of nothing more unreasonable than to 
teach that God arbitrarily chose the method of saving sinners 
through Christ. In the shadow of the cross the Son prayed: 
"If it be passible, let this cup· pass." Who can think that an-
other way was possible in the light of this petition of the suf-
fering Son? By sin the life of the sinner was forfeited. Christ 
gave his life for the sinn er's 1ife. The Son of man came "to 
minister and to give hi s life a ransom for many" (Matt. 20 :28). 
" I lay down my life for the sheep" (John 10 :lfi). "For the life 
of the fl esh is in the blood: I have given it to you upon the altar 
to mak e atonement for your souls: for it is the blood that 
mak eth atonement by r easo n of the life" (Lev. 17 :11). "In 
whom we have our redemption through his blood" (Eph. 1 :7). 
"He that hath the Son hath the life" (1 John 5 :12). Jesus 
alone of all beings in the universe was qualified to become 
man's Saviour. Men and angels have sinned; Christ proved 
himself sinless in the face of Satan's greatest efforts to induce 
him to sin . Christ was both divine and human. He was, there-
fore, qualifi ed to represent God and man. Being divine, he 
could bear our sins and give his life for the sinner's life. For 
thes e and other reasons no one could have taken his place as 
man's Savior. Hence th e metho d by which sinners must be 
saved is not arbitrary. 
Closely related to the idea that any method of salvation 
is arbitrary with God is the misconception that salvation is 
not according to reason. Paul is cit ed as proof that the gospel 
is the "foolishness of God" (I Cor. 1 :18-25). But it should be 
noted that Paul wrote of those who rejected Christ on the 
ground of human wisdom. But to those who accept him "Christ 
crucified" is the "power of God, and the wisdom of God." If 
Christ crucifi ed is really divine foolishness, then so is every-
thing spiritual. To the "natural man," that is, the carnal and 
unspiritual man, things spiritual are foolishness, because "they 
are spiritually judged" or disce rned (1 Cor. 2 :10-16). God is 
esse ntiall y wise just as he is essentially holy. And he has not 
turned from the principle of wisdom to that of foolishness in 
orde r to redeem sinners . If divine wisdom is "too deep" and 
God's ways "past finding out," let not carnal and foolish man 
attribute foolishness to him! 
3. The "plan" theory is the product of a misconception of 
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the work of Christ on behalf of sinners. Christ was not another 
Moses, Jeremiah, or John the Baptist. He came to save sinners, 
not by reformation, but by means of an atoning sacrifice. 
He did not come to show man how to become his own savior. 
Christ came to be the Savior. He gave "himself," not a "plan". 
Our sins were placed upon him, and by a death for us we are 
redeemed. He is Savior because what he did for us saves us. 
The power to save is in the blood, not in a "plan," as I once 
heard a speaker affirm! Christ brought grace, not law (John 
1: 17) ; he offers his blood, not another code! When these things 
are really understood, there will be no place in any discerning 
mind for the "plan" theory. 
4. The "plan" theory robs Christ and the cross of the chief 
emphasis and places it on a "plan". When a "plan" is preach ed 
people will naturall y conclude that it is the greatest thing. But 
when the cross is preached and explained it will be seen to be 
the chief consideration . It is not too uncommon to hear sermons 
addressed to sinners in which Christ's work on their behalf 
r eceives only a scant notice and no emphasis. I once heard 
every sermon in a meeting of three weeks duration and not 
once was the cross stressed . An imagined "plan" did receive 
constant emphasis. No untaught sinner could possible have 
learned what he should know about the death of Christ in his 
stead. Christ crucified was not preached! Condit ions apart 
from Christ crucified were repeatedly preached. The speaker 
regarded them as a "plan" arbitarily given by the Lord. The 
cross only gave Christ the authorit y to give th e "plan"! 
To preach the condit ions of sa lvation without relating 
them to Christ crucified renders the cross void. In fact, there 
is no condition of sa lvation apart from the cross. There is no 
condition leading to health apart from a remedy. Christ him-
self, crucified for our sins, is God's remedy for the disease of 
sin. Christ is both the physician and the remedy; he is both 
the sacrifice and the Priest. Hence Christ crucified for our 
sins is the very essence of the gospel and it is Christ that need s 
emphasis. But when a "p lan" is preached apart from Christ 
crucified, the "plan" receives the emphasis that belongs to 
Christ. 
Peter on Pentecost, Philip at Samaria, and Paul every-
where preached Christ. Peter's subject on Pentecost was not 
repentance or baptism, but Christ. And it was after preachin g 
Christ as the Messiah that he commanded anyone to do any-
thing. And only after Philip preached Jesus from the fifty-
third chapter of Isaiah did he command the eunuch to be bap-
tized. The eunuch was told that Christ was "wounded for our 
transgressions" and "bruised for our iniquities." He heard 
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that "with his stripes we are healed" and that "Jehovah hath 
laid on him the iniquity of us all." Thus Philip "preached unto 
him Jesus." To preach Jesus is to preach Jesus! To preach a 
"p lan" is to preach a "plan". Inspired men always preached 
Jesus. And not until they had preached Jesus as sinbearer did 
they expect anything of sinners. How any one can be persuaded 
to omit in his preaching the very thing that makes Jesus the 
Savior and preach the conditions apart from him is most diffi. 
cult to understand. Let us not rob the cross of the emphasis 
given it in the New Testament. 
5. The "plan" theory regards the conditions of salvation 
as having been arbitralily given. Next to the idea that the 
method of saving sinners through Christ is an arbitrary ar-
rangement with God, the teaching that the conditions of sal-
vation have been arbitrarily chosen is perhaps the strangest. 
How any trained mind can so conclude is inexplicable . But does 
any responsible teacher so teach? Here is an excerpt from an 
article that appeared a few years ago in one of our leading 
papers from a well known preacher and teacher of the Bible: 
We do not know why God chose to try Abra-
ham's faith in this way. (The writer referred to 
Abraham's offering Isaac). He could have made 
some other way. We do not know why God chose 
to save man from sin by the blood of Christ 
rather than by something else. It was God's plan 
for Jesus to die for men. We do not know why he 
sacrificed his Son rather than making some other 
sacrifice. After Jesus was raised from the dead 
he commanded his diciples to go teach all nations, 
baptize the taught, and teach the baptized. (Matt. 
28 :19-20). We do not know why "it pleased God 
by the foolishness of preaching to save them that 
believe." (1 Cor. 1 :21). But this was God's plan 
and we accept it. God could have saved the world 
irr some other way had he so desired. (My em-
phasis. K.C.M.) On the day of Pentecost, Peter 
preached faith, repentance , and baptism to the 
inquiring multitude. Why God placed these com-
mands as steps into his kingdom, instead of some 
other commands, we do not know, but we accept 
the will of God. (My emphasis. K.C.M.) (Acts 
2 :36-38). 
How appropriately the writer prefaces these remarks by 
the statement "We do not know!" And how timely would be 
the question of Christ to Nicodemus, "Art thou the teacher of 
Israel, and understandeth not these things?" It is really diffi-
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cult to believe one's eyes when he reads the above excerpt. And 
not one word of criticism appeared from anyone. Perhaps some 
were ashamed to mention it! But the above writer "did not 
know" what any qualified t eacher ought to know, namely, that 
God sacrificed his Son for our sins, because he alone was quali-
fied to be the atoning sacrifice. I wonder if the writer knows 
why God did not save the world through animal blood? So far 
as his article goes, "some other sacrifice" might have been a 
goat. The writer of the Hebrew letter writes thus of animal 
blood: "For it is not possible that the blood of bulls and goats 
should take away sins" (Heb. 10 :4). If sacrifices are arbitrarily 
chosen, why was it "not possible" for animal blood to take 
away sins? The fact that God did not depend upon animal 
blood as a sacrifice of reconciliation because "it was not poss-
ible that the blood of bulls and goats should take away sins" 
proves conclusively that such blood is not by nature a suitable 
sacrifice for sins. Men and animals are different. Mere animal 
life and human life are different. Humanity cannot bear its 
own sins. How much less could some lower form of life. I say 
we do know why animal blood was rejected! And for one to 
play up his ignorance in orcler to emphasize his faith leaves 
us doubting the basis of his faith ! 
Furthermore, the fact that God rejected animal blood as 
an atoning sacrifice for sins because such blood is not natur-
ally fitted for such a sacrifice, and the fact that he did choose 
the blood of Jesus as the atoning sacrifice for sins, proves con-
clusively (1) that the blood of Jesus was chosen as a sacrifice 
for sin because it was fitted naturally for such a sacrifice, and 
(2) that God operates upon the principle of reason in providing 
a sacrifice. 
But what of the writer's ignorance about the divine 
choice of conditions of salvation? Even after God gave his Son 
to die for us the writer still does not know why either faith or 
repentance, for example, is required? Does the writer know 
why man eats food, drinks water, and hears sound? Why does 
he not hear food, eat water, and drink sound? If the above 
author desires to take a trip and some one provides an automo-
bile for his convenience, would he know why he must enter the 
vehicle and drive it? When his doctor prescribes a remedy, puts 
the remedy into a bottle, writes the patient's name on the 
bottle, and gives direction as to the manner of taking the 
medicine, would the author know why he must "take" the medi-
cine? Why not merely look at the remedy, or more conveniently 
still, pitch it out the window? Faith in a sin offering such as 
Jesus means trust or reliance. Is it difficult to know why it is 
required of sinners that they depend upon him whom God set 
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forth to be a propitiation to be received by faith? Is it impossi-
ble to understand why repentance stands between the sinner 
and the Savior? Sin is the spiritual poison that necessitated the 
remedy, the blood of Christ. Is it difficult to understand why 
one who has been drinking poison must stop drinking it in 
order to be benefited by the doctor's remedy? And yet a "teach-
er in Israel" does not know why repentance is made a condition 
of salvation! Neither can he understand why it is necessary to 
rely upon something which provides a blessing. God promises 
salvation by means of the blood of Jesus. But why has he re-
quired faith, trust, reliance? 
It is thought by some that God operates in the spiritual 
realm as he has the right to do in matters entirely physical. If 
by his sovereign right God commanded Naaman to dip seven 
times in water in order that a purely physical blessing may be 
bestowed, some insist that in matters moral and spiritual bless-
ings may be conditioned on commands which have no logical 
relation to a definite cause for the blessing. God healed Naaman 
by means of his divine power apart from anything done by 
another on his behalf. But God forgives sins by his mercy on 
the condition of the sinner's reliance upon the sacrifice pro-
vided by Jesus Christ . In Naaman's case the act of dipping re-
vealed no faith in a "remedy" put between him and God. (In 
fact, Naaman's faith has never been given as an example.) In 
the sinner's case the "dipping" doE's definitely relate to the 
Savior in his capacity of sacrifice for sins. The difference is 
obvious! 
To affirm that because of his "authority" Christ had the 
right "to name the conditions of salvation" is purely grat-
uitous. Conditions of salvation are no more chosen upon the 
principle of "authority" than is the doctor's remedy. The fact 
that it is sin and sinning from which sinners are to be saved 
determines the necessity of r epentance. Likewise the fact that 
it is by the blood of Jesus that sinners are to be redeemed 
determines the condition of faith or tru st. It is as naturally 
required of sinners to have faith in Jesus (faith in the sense of 
trust) as it is required of the hun gry person to eat food. Trust 
or faith is the natural response to Christ crucified. The bitten 
Israelites depended upon the brazen serpent for healing-. Even 
so, taught Jesus, does the sinner depend upon the "lifted up" 
Savior. When' teachers learn the meanin g of John 3: 16 no such 
error as that which is here being considered will be made. 
But some one might inquire, "Has not Christ arbitrarily 
chosen baptism?" I have said that repentance and faith, or 
trust, are naturally required of sinners who d,s ire salvation 
through Christ as a sinoffering. Now, is baptism naturally 
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required? Is baptism a natural response to the crucified Sav-
iour? To these questions I reply: Baptism should never be con-
sidered alone. It is the divinely ordained expression or em-
bodiment of repentance and faith. This is its meaning. Since 
baptism has the meaning of repentance and faith, it is, like 
repentance and faith which it embodies, a natural response to 
the blood of Christ. As a mere act baptism has no meaning 
that could possibly relate it to Christ or to his death for our 
sins. But as an act designed to embody repentance and trust, 
baptism can logically relate to Christ crucified. Again som e 
have separated baptism from faith and repentance, and made 
it stand alone as an example of the "foolishness of God" de-
signed especially to test the faith of man in the arbitrary 
working of an infinitely wise God! Selah ! 
5. The "plan" theory logically makes the "plan", not 
Christ crucified, the means of salvation. Christ, we are told, 
came to give man a "plan of salvation," that is, a "plan" by 
which man is to be saved. It is easy to see that if sinners are 
saved by a "plan", the "plan" becomes the real saving power. 
The doctor provides the remedy, but it is the remedy that 
cures. Yes, Christ came to provide the "rem edy" for sin, . but 
the "remedy" is himself crucified as an offering for sin. Jesu s 
"offered himself" as the means of salvation (Heb. 7 :27 ;9 :14). 
Ev en John 3 :16 teaches this easy lesson. 
It does no good for one to answer: "But it was Christ who 
gave the 'p!an' and, therefore. he is the saviour." This still 
makes the "plan" the real saving power. It is not the doctor, 
but his r emedy that cur es. Yet the doctor gives the remedy. 
Th e cook J)rovides the food, but it is the food that gives nour-
ishment. The "plan" theory logically puts the "plan" where 
Christ belongs. That is why some preach a "plan" instead of 
Christ. And that is why many have faith in a "plan" as the 
means of salvation , instead of Christ. Jesus taught: "I am the 
living bread." He did not say: "I will furnish the living bread." 
Again he said: "And the bread which I give is my flesh, for the 
life of the world .... He that eateth me, he also shall live be-
cause of me." Sinners must "eat" Christ crucified , not merely 
subscrib e to a "plan". Why? "In him is life," and "He that hath 
the Son hath the life." Gospel preaching offers the world a 
Savior in the person of Jesus crucified for sins, not merely an-
other code or a "plan". Christ's invitation says, "Come unto 
me ... I will give you rest." All the inspired preachers from 
Pet 2r on Penteco st to the end of the divine revelation preach-
ed and offered the Savior, not a "plan", as the means of sal-
vation. 




faith. Faith in a "plan" is devoid of the element of trust, except 
in the wrong thing. A sinoffering as naturally demands faith 
in the sense of trust as food requires eating or water calls for 
d1;nking. Jesus did not offer himself as an atoning sacrifice 
merely as a fact to be intellectually accepted. He offered him-
self to be relied upon, to be trusted in. Christ crucified is as 
much a challenge to the sinner 's trust as food is a challenge to 
the hungry man to eat it. God "gave his only begotten Son, that 
whosoever believeth on him" should be saved. The Son wa.s 
given to be believed in, that is, to be trusted in, to be relied 
upon. "And just as Moses in the desert lifted the serpent on 
the pole, the Son of Man must be lifted up, so that every one 
who trusts in him may have eternal life" (John 3:16 - William's 
translation). "For so greatly did God love the world that he 
gave his only Son, that every one who trusts in him may-
have eternal life" (John 3 :16-Weymouth's translation). A 
sinoffering requires trust, reliance. If the blood of Christ doel'! 
not require faith in the sense of trust, then the conditions of 
salvation have been arbitrairly chosen and the cross is made 
void! This truth is so obvious that one feels humiliated to argue 
the question. 
A restudy of the following text would be revealing: "So 
belief (faith) cometh of hearing, and hearing by the word of 
Christ" (Rom. 10 :17). The "word of Christ" must be preached 
before faith can follow. Preaching Christ crucified for our sins 
produces faith, not merel y pr eaching the command to believe. 
"So faith comes from what is told, and hearing through the 
message about Christ" (Rom. 10 :17-William's translation). 
"So faith comes from what is heard, and what is heard comes 
by the preaching of Christ" (Revised Standard Version). "And, 
so we gather, faith is a result of teaching, and the teaching 
comes in the message of Christ" (Twentieth Cent. N. T.) When 
Paul penned the above truth he was referring to the message 
concerning Christ found in the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah. 
When Christ is preached as man's sinoffering according to 
Isaiah, faith in the sense of trust will result. Certainly the 
truth about Jesus must be believed, but this faith will lead on 
to trust or reliance, another element of faith. When Christ is 
not properly preached, the hearer can only have faith in him as 
one having authority to demand obedience. 
7. The "plan" theory misconceives the meaning of obed-
ience under Christ. I refer here to the obedience of the sinner. 
When the conditions of salvation are regarded as a "plan" 
the obedience required of the sinner is considered merely the 
response to the authority of Christ. Christ claimed "all auth-
ority", and hence he commancls faith, etc., we are told. Hence 
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obedience is but a recognition of the authority of Christ. In 
such obedience the element of trust in the sacrifice of Christ 
is lacking. 
The radical idea in obedience is submission. But mu st the 
sinner submit to Christ as teacher and king only? Is Christ the 
Savior simply because he is t eacher and king? Submission to 
Him as teacher is believing what he taught. Submission to him 
as king is a recognition of his authority. But Christ considered 
only as teacher and king is no Savior. He saves by his blood. 
God has always claimed the right to teach and to command. 
The mission of Christ to this earth was not for the purpose of 
attaining the right to rule over man. He came "to give his life 
a ransom." This he did when he died on the cross. Now, obed-
ience to Christ as Saviour must relate directly to him as the sin-
offering. Hence the obedience which the sinner must render 
is not obedience in the general sens e of a recognition of divine 
authorit y . It is rather an obedience that signifies reliance upon 
the death of Christ for salvation. Hence to interpret such 
scriptures as Matt. 7 :21 and Heb. 5 :8,9 as requiring obedience 
in the general sense is a misconception of the meaning of obedi-
ence under Christ. Did Christ die that he might have the right 
to command? Does the cross call for human achievement or for 
trust? If Christ died to induce obedience in the general sense 
only, then the peculiar efficacy of the cross lies in its greater 
appeal to obedience than did the sacrifices of the law. Further-
more, if salvation is conditioned on the general obligation of 
obedience, then salvation is by law through works and not by 
grace through faith. 
The obedience required by Paul is the "obedience of faith." 
This expression is found both at the beginning and at the close 
of the epistle to the Romans. Hence the significance of the 
obedience contemplated must be learne d from a correct under-
standing of what lies between these two instances of its use . 
This is not the place for an exposition of the Roman epistle. 
But it is most obvious that Christ as a propitiation for our 
sins is the central teaching of the epistle. And the apostle 
makes faith or trust the principle answering to the atonement 
of Christ. If one does not see this truth, it is simply impossible 
for him to understand Romans. Hence the expression "the 
obedience of faith" must yield a meaning compatible with the 
significance of the cross. Paul was not a legalist setting forth 
the doctrine of hum an merit. Henc e to interpn lt the book by 
the phrase is a most dangerous procedure. The meaning of the 
c'ross must not be changed. The conditions of sa lvation are 
not th e end of the cross, but the cross the end of the conditions. 
The sinner does not go throu gh the cross to the conditions 
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considered as a "plan," but through the conditions to Christ 
crucified. 
The phrase, "the obedience of faith" could mean (a) obedi-
ence produced by faith, (b) obedience consisting of faith, and 
(c) obedience having the meaning of faith. To assert without 
proof that Paul uses the phrase in the first sense only would 
be logically to ignore the cross, and to miss completely the 
teaching of the Roman letter. Paul was not so foolish as to 
present Christ as a sinoffering and then demand a response 
that ignores or contradicts this fundamental truth. Some are 
so intent upon demanding obedience that they miss completely 
the meaning of the obedience that is a response to a sinoffer-
ing. While the cross does not preclude obedience in the first 
sense, it does logically demand faith in the last two senses. And 
to believe in Christ as Saviour is as much obedience as baptism 
or anything else. We read of obeying the gospel and believing 
the gospel; but never do we find the expression "believe and 
obey the gospel." Believing or trusting in Christ crucified is 
obedience. It means submission to him as sinoffering. The 
jailor at Philippi asked what to do to be saved. He was com-
manded to "believe on the Lord Jesus Christ." When, therefore , 
he believed he obeyed. But the obedience renderd was not 
obedience that signified a mere recognition of the authority of 
Jesus. It was an "obedience of faith," an obedience consisting 
of faith or that meant faith, trust in the atonement of Christ. 
To contend for mere obedience under Christ is to err 
greatly. I repeat that the purpose of the cross is to redeem 
man from sin, not merely to induc e obedience. Christ is set 
forth as a "propitiation," not merely as one having authority. 
He does possess authority, but his authority does not nullify 
the cross. He has, first of all, authority to save by means of 
his blood those who put their trust in him. It is as necessary 
to relate obedience to the blood of Jesus as it is to preach 
obedience. To stress any command addressed to sinners apart 
from its reference to the blood of Christ manifests a miscon-
ception of the fundamentals of Christianity. The law, which 
provided no saving sacrifice, demanded obedience in the general 
sense. And if man had been saved by law, his own obedience 
would have saved him. Since we are saved by the blood of 
Christ the principle of salvation must be faith in the sense of 
trust. This principle places saving power in Christ crucified, 
not in human achievement. 
Hence those who make obedience in the general sense the 
condition of salvation to sinners misconceive the meaning of 
obedience under Christ. The obedience required means faith or 
trust in Christ crucified. 
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7. The "plan" theory regards the end of any condition as 
arbitrary. As we have seen by quoting from writers and 
speakers, both the offering for sin and the conditions of salva-
tion are regarded as having been arbitrarily chosen . If this 
conception is right, then any result of any condition mu st like-
wise be an arbitrary matter. Then God could not only name 
any act as a condition of salvation, but in so doing, he would 
be compelled arbitrarily to determine th e result of the condi-
tion. This is why the author already quoted writes: "On the 
day of Pentecost, Peter preached faith, repentance, and baptism 
to the inquiring multitude. Why God places these steps into 
his kingdom, instead of some other commands, we do not 
know." And he could have as logically added: "Why God 
assigned a certain result to follow an y command I do not 
know." If there is no logical reason for chosing the sacrifice 
or the conditions, there can be no logical reason for any result 
of the cross or of any condition. If this is not utter confusion 
then it would be difficult to find it. And yet some persons 
wonder why anyone should be discussing the subject of this 
study ! What I am saying here is several generations late for 
some people! 
For example, if God arbitrarily made repentance a condi-
tion of sa lvation, he did not choose it with reference to any-
thing it can naturally accomplish . But repentance is the name 
of the act of changing one's mind with reference to sin . It is 
the determination carried out to quit sinning . But an arbitrary 
selection of repentance must disregard the natural result of the 
act. For what reason, then, did God make repentance a condi-
tion? The author quoted elsewhere confesses, "We do not 
know!" Why does he not know? Because he thinks that Chris-
tianity does not conform to the fundamental principle of 
reason. Perhaps even the above author at other times wou ld be 
logical in his discussion of repentance. But I have his own 
words for it that "We do not know" why the conditions were 
chosen. 
Under No. 6 the misconception of justifying faith was 
discussed. What is the end or purpose of saving faith? If Christ 
crucified is lost sight of, faith is nothing more than a "principle 
of act ion leading to obedience." That it is sometimes a princip le 
of action I freely admit and teach. When God gives a command 
to either sinner or Christian the proper faith and love will lead 
one to prompt obedience. But when the object is a sinoffering 
such as Christ crucified for our sins, what is the end or purpos e 
of faith? As we have seen under No. 6 faith as the response to 
a sinoffering must mean trust. A sinoffering naturally de-
mands trust. And any response minus this elem ent of faith is 
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no proper response to Christ crucified. If trust is not included 
in the faith that is a condition of salvation, it is because God 
has definitely ruled it out, that is, if Christ crucified is Saviour. 
But faith minus any element of trust in th e blood is many 
times made a condition of salvation. Why? First, because 
Christ has been substituted by a "plan," and second, because 
somebody is mistaken about the function of faith. If Christ is 
to be substituted by a "plan," faith in the sense of trust is 
excluded. In fact all reason is ruled out and we are left with 
nothing to say except "We do not know." But there is a differ-
ence between "We do not know" and "We cannot know." We 
can know why Christ is Saviour, and why faith, for example, 
is a condition of salvation, and what it is expected to do. 
Of course, if one does not know why repentance and faith 
have been made conditions of salvation, he could not be expect-
ed to see anything sensible in baptism. To some persons 
baptism is no more than an act arbitrarily chosen of God to 
put us "into Christ." Just why anything-baptism p·er se, or 
baptism and something else should put one into Christ some 
would have to say, "We do not know." Union with Christ is a 
real, spiritual union and the result of conditions adapted to 
this end. As we have said, baptism was never intended to 
stand alone. It must not only be preceded by faith and repent-
ance, but it was ordained to represent or embody each. Hence 
baptism puts one "into Christ" not as an act per se, but as the 
embodiment of faith. Whatever baptism does, it does along 
with faith or repentance contributing to the same end. Why, 
for example, "r,emission of sins" is usually attributed to 
baptism any more than to repentance or faith, "We do not 
know." And why it is thought that it is baptism any more than 
faith that puts one into union with Christ, again "We do not 
know." How this act can be torn from that which it is divinely 
ordained to embody and given a purpose not shared by that 
which it embodies is strange inde ed. It all goes back to the 
"plan" theory and to the error that makes God accomplish the 
salvation of sinners by purely arbitrary means. One error 
begets another, or others. What urolific parents are the "ulan" 
and the "arbitrary" theories! They have so many "children" 
"We do not know" what to do with them, but to reveal them in 
their true light. 
While the purpose of this study is not necessaril y 
exegetical, it might be well to offer a few words concerning 
Gal. 3 :26, 27. I have said above that baptism no more than 
faith puts one "into Christ." Union with Christ is not a legal 
or make-believe relationship. It is a real, spiritual one. And the 
means of union with Christ must be natural and logical or else 
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the cross is vain . Paul had been arguing in Galatians, third 
chapter , that sonship is upon the principle of faith, not upon 
that of merit or of fle shly relationship to Abraham . "They 
that ar e of faith are sons of Abraham." Th e law that succeeded 
the promis e to Abra ham by fou r hu ndre d and thirty years did 
not annul the promi se. Sonship by the principle of faith still 
stands. The principle of merit kept man in spiritual bonda ge 
until Christ annul ed it by the cross. E.ven this bonda ge und er 
law looked "unto the faith " which was to come. The principle of 
merit or self-reliance naturally condemns, and reveal s the 
need of mercy an d trust in a Saviour. Since two opposite princi-
ples cannot be operative at the sam e time, when faith (the 
principle of tru sting in the Saviour) cam e man was no longer 
under law and th e principle of merit. Hence Paul wrote: "For 
ye ar e all sons of God, throu gh faith , in Christ Jesus." Sonship 
is no longer bas ed upon fleshly relati onship or upon human 
achievement, but upon the work of Christ on behalf of sinners 
appropriated by faith or tru st in him. Man 's r elation to God's 
Son makes him a son . Confirmator y of this fact Paul added : 
"For as many of you as were bapti zed into Chri st did put on 
Christ." Baptism designed to embody faith proves sonship by 
faith. Paul in verse 27 was not explaining how we are sons 
through faith , but that we are sons by faith. Faith, and bap-
tism that embodies faith, are one with Paul. Hence son ship by 
faith is proved by bapti sm into Chri st . If one must go beyond 
the meaning of faith in Christ (relianc e upon the Saviour ) in 
order to union with Christ, then by the same rule one must 
stop short of baptism for sonship. Sonship is by faith and 
union with Chri st is by baptism. If sonship means one thing 
and union with Christ is something else, th en baptism has no 
part in making one a son an d faith no pa rt in uniting one with 
Christ . But if bapti sm is th e divinely ordained embodim ent of 
faith , it mu st partak e of the meanin g of fa ith, and faith is 
express ed in bapt ism. If fa it h is embodied in baptism, what is 
done by faith can be proved by what is done by baptism . But 
baptism "in th e name of J esus Christ " or to be "baptized into 
Christ" r esults in the puttin g on of Chri st , th at is, the accept-
anc e of him as Saviour. But Chri st is accepted as Saviour by 
faith (tru st) in him . Hence to be sons of God by faith in Chri st 
is the sam e with Paul as union wit h Chri st or to be clothed 
with Chri st. Henc e t o sepa rat e fai th and bap ti sm, the embodi-
ment of faith, and make one accomplish one t hin g and the other 
another thing is both unscriptural and unr easonable . Baptism 
has no meaning apart from faith. If it has no meaning apart 
from faith , it has no function apart from fa ith . If it has no 
function apart from faith, it is not bapti sm any more than 
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faith that puts one into Christ. Sonship by faith is proved by 
baptism into (eis-unto or into) Christ. (Paul's habit of assert-
ing the same truth by different expressions can also be seen 
from Rom. 10 :9, 10. Verse 9 conditions salvation on confession 
and faith. But since confession is the expression of faith Paul 
affirms of each, confession and faith, what he had affirmed of 
confession and faith taken together. Accordingly "With his 
heart man believes and is justifi ed, with his mouth he confes-
ses and is saved"-(Moffatt). The words "righteousness" and 
"salvation" mean the same thing, and Paul represents both 
confession and faith as reaching salvation or righteousn ess. 
To interpret "unto" as only leading to salvation is to miss 
Paul's argument one hundred per cent. A superficial view of 
Rome. 10 :10 might lead some one to deny that one believes 
unto salvation and confesses unto righteousne ss simply because 
Paul connects righteousness with faith and salvation with 
confession. But with Paul confession signifies faith, and so he 
can affirm in substance that confession accomplishes the same 
thing as faith. Just so with faith and baptism in Gal. 3:26, 27. 
To be a son of God is to be in union with Christ. Hence Paul 
could affirm sonship by faith and union with Ghrist by bap-
tism, because baptism is the embodiment of faith.) 
But what has all this to do with the general theme of this 
study? Much in every way. If God operates arbitrarily in pro-
viding a sacrifice for sins, and in determining the conditions of 
salvation, then he must act in the same manner in determining 
the function of each condition. Hence faith would arbitrarily 
be assigned a certain function and baptism anoth er. But if it is 
baptism per se that puts one "into Christ" or "into union with 
Christ," then God has acted arbitrarily in forbidding faith its 
natural function of uniting one with Christ and assigning to 
baptism a result it does not have, separated from faith as its 
embodiment. Hence the position that it is baptism per se and · 
not faith also that puts one into union with Christ is a part and 
parcel of the general idea that God operates arbitrarily in the 
salvation of sinners, and hence a "plan" arbitrarily given. 
The new covenant differs from the old covenant in many 
important respects. The new covenant is not merely another 
but a different covenant. It is "not according to" the old 
covenant. Among th e differences none is more significant than 
the one respecting Christ. The old covenant provided a code 
setting forth man's obligations to God and to his fellowman. 
The new covenant provides a Saviour throu gh whom God can 
justly bestow mercy. Th e coming of this Saviour was the chief 
subject of prophecy. And when the Saviour came his work 
on behalf of sinners was the subject of New Testament preach-
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ing. Christ was not another Moses-not another lawgiver. 
Moses brought law, Christ brought grace (John 1 :17). Moses 
delivered to Israel a code which became, because of man's 
inability to keep it perfect ly, "the ministration of condemna -
tion" (2 Cor. 3 :7-9) . Christ gave for all the world "himself" as 
an offering for sin. Christ crucified is man's Saviour . Hence 
Christ as man's sinoffering was the theme of all inspired 
preachers. Paul was determined to know nothing "save Jesus 
Christ, and him crucified." ("Jesus Christ, and Jesus Christ 
the crucified."-Moffatt) . Jesus crucified, therefore, is the 
very core of the "g lad tidings" which is God's power to save. 
Hence Christ must be preached, and thus Christ was preached 
by preachers guid ed by the Spirit (Acts 8 :5, 35; 1 Cor. 2 :2 ; 
1 Cor. 1 :23). Christ gave his life to save sinners. He did not die 
merely in order to have the right to give a "plan " that would 
save. Had he done so, his death wou ld not be the saving power, 
but merely a means of attaining the right to give a "p lan" 
possessing the power to redeem . The power of the blood to 
redeem was not transferred to a "p lan," as I have h eard it 
preached. 
Our eagerness to set forth all the conditions of sa lvation, 
and to give each its proper emphasis need not lead us into the 
grave error of und eremphas izin g the cross. Apart from th e 
cross any condition is no more than a lega l enactment the 
obedience to which would logica lly become an effort to earn 
salvation. The cross makes th e difference between a leg al 
religion and a religion of .2:race. It is significant that many who 
preach a "p lan " regard Christian it y as m ere ly another lega l 
system . (One brother who says th at he is writing a commen-
tary on Romans affirmed that Christianity "is another lega l 
system ." When he succeeds some one will lik ely attempt to 
prove that Communism and Democracy are identical. We smile 
(or frown) when Stalin claims that his dictatorshin is a democ -
racy. But Stalin is no more ridicu lous in claiming- th at hi s 
irovernment is a democracy th an are tho se who affirm that 
Christianity is a legal system.) Pre aching Chri st does not make 
void the condition of salvation. Rather such preaching gives 
meaning· to them. No one contends for preaching Christ apart 
from the conditions of sa lvation . But I do with all my heart 
condemn preaching the conditions of salvation apart from the 
cross. I have heard it done a thousand times! When one consid-
ers his obedience to some "plan" as the ground of his salvation 
rather than relying- upon Christ crucified for pardon he has 
heard th e wrong · kind of preachin g . There can be no error 
greater than that of failing to preach Christ as Saviour . Sound -
ness of preaching is not determined by emphasizing the condi -
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tions apart from their relation to Christ. Apart from the cross 
there are no conditions of salvation. 
Pr eaching Christ has a direct bearing on our efforts to 
restore primitive Christianity. The religious world knows that 
preaching a "plan" instead of Christ crucified is unscriptura1 
and unreasonable. And they cannot be much impressed with 
our claims and aims when they hear such preaching. We must 
not depend upon the denominational world to preach Christ as 
man's only sinoffering and ourselves correctly to set forth the 
conditions of salvation. (Many of us would learn faster, if we 
would temporarily forget all others but Christ and the sinner. 
Fear of not being different in every respect possible robs many 
of a proper appreciation of Christ crucified.) 
What this sinful world needs is not "plans" and "schemes" 
but Christ. When Christ crucifi ed is not preached one should 
not preach at all. And until one learns the meaning of the cross 
and sees the difference between Christ as the sinoffering and a 
mere "plan" he would do the cause of Christ an outstanding 
favor, if he would keep silent. Let us preach Christ or nothing. 
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1. Here one goes through 
Christ to the conditions of sa l-
vation considered as a "plan." 
2. Here a "plan" is preach-
ed. 
3. Here the authority o f 
Christ to command is stressed. 
4. Here the cross, existing 
as a means of providing a 
"plan of sa lvation," often re-
ceives littl e or no emphasis . 
5. Here Christ points the 
sinner to the conditions. 
but this 
Chri s t crn cifi-
ed, buri ed, and 
rai sed becomes 
om· Saviour to 
ue appropr iat -
ed by-
Faith 
(Gal. 3 :26) 
Repentan ce 
(Lk. 2-1 :-J-7) 
Conf ess ion 
(Rom. 10 :9) 
Baptism 
(Acts 2 :38) 
I 
Isa. 53 :5, 6 
1 John 5 :11, 12 
John 3 :14-16 
Rom . 3:25 
1 Pet . 1 :18, 19 
1 Pet. 2 :24 
1. Here one goes through 
the conditions of salvation to 
Christ as the sinoffering. 
2. Here Christ is preached. 
3. Here the power of Christ 
to save by means of his blood 
is emphasized. 
4. Here the cross i s t h e 
chief consideration and re-
ceives the main emphas is . 
5. Here the conditions lead 
the sinner to Christ crucified . 
Every condition relates direct-
ly to Christ cr ucified. 

